This article analyses the Russian concept of contemporary warfare after the 2008 Russia-Georgia war and the changes that have occurred in the wake of the 2014 military conflict in Eastern Ukraine. This concept is shaped through a dissection of public texts and speeches by Russian military officers, experts and analysts. The article attempts to measure the impact of Russia's military practice in Eastern Ukraine in its stance on contemporary warfare and see what new types of warfare (terminologically speaking) are appearing in Russia's military vocabulary. A vision of the future of types of Russian war is presented, complete with arguments regarding the most plausible case of future local war with respect to Russia. The article furthermore provides a detailed analysis of the interpretations of asymmetrical, network-centric, hybrid warfare, colour revolutions, controlled chaos, and information and electromagnetic warfare in Russia's military thought, which is understood as forms of realisation of contemporary warfare. A quest for the origin of these warfare ideas shows that Russia tends to emulate the military experience of western powers, the US in particular, instead of doing the opposite and acting adaptively and conceptualising its most recent military experience as a vision of modern warfare.
Introduction
The object of this study is the expression of texts by Russian military officers and experts as an indication of the concept of contemporary warfare in Russian military thought. The public texts that are analysed within the framework of this study are split into two groups: (1) the way Russia has understood and interpreted contemporary warfare since the 2008 Russia-Georgia war; and (2) the way this understanding changed after the outbreak of the military conflict in Ukraine in 2014.
In 2014, Russia's blitzed occupation of the Crimea 1 and the ongoing covert military support to the separatists involved in the conflict in Eastern . Notably, this group of researchers do not analyse Russian sources that back up the suitability of hybrid warfare for conceptualising Russia's practical actions but rather accentuate the genesis of hybrid warfare ideas in the West, ideas that Russia successfully tapped and brought to life in Ukraine.
The third group includes analysts who try to understand Russia's warfare in Ukraine by studying western military concepts and looking deeper into Russia's military discourse (Russian military-analytical texts, non-analytical articles, speeches, reports and so on). . These works in their entirety reveal an ambiguous stance on the form of Russia's warfare in Ukraine. In order to define Russia's contemporary warfare, the experts use different terms and concepts, the most popular being hybrid war, new-generation warfare, reflective control, full-spectrum conflict, non-linear warfare, limited war and asymmetric (unconventional) warfare. Quite importantly, these researchers try to understand Russian military thought by analysing Russian texts in reliance on western conceptual ideas. Still, these works do not leave the western concept of hybrid warfare on the sidelines and use it in a bid to conceptualise Russia's warfare in Ukraine.
Group number four consists of the most active researchers of warfare , Jan Berzinš 46 ), whose analysis of the Russian military discourse is as focused as it is deep. These warfare experts concern themselves with the analysis of Russian texts (admittedly in reliance to the same works by Russia's warfare experts and military elite first and foremost 47 ) and support the position that the term hybrid warfare should not be used to define Russia's actions in Ukraine. Still, the experts diverge on the military concepts that Russia uses to operationalise contemporary warfare. The authors present a unique understanding of the texts, which brings into focus the following types of warfare: new-generation warfare, new-type warfare and non-linear warfare.
As an overview of western intellectual efforts to analyse contemporary Russian military thought and its realisation in the Ukrainian conflict, one could say that the experts identify different key military concepts or types of warfare that shape Russia's contemporary understanding of waging war. They predominantly lean towards putting on western 'conceptual glasses' and using insights by western experts to analyse Russia's contemporary warfare in Ukraine. The key drawback of such studies and views is that products of the Russian thought take a backseat. Nonetheless, one significant moment is the ambition to understand Russian military thought through the original texts of its officers and warfare experts, thus trying to find answers to the questions of how and why new military terminology emerges and which specific types of warfare become disseminated in the Russian military vocabulary. This is why the novelty of this study is grounded on the analysis of exclusively Russian military sources that will produce a better understanding of Russia's vision of modern war and present a structured concept of contemporary warfare in Russian military thought. What is more, the study aims to draw an authentic map of the types of contemporary warfare, one that would reflect the transformation of ideas in Russian military thought. Equally important it is to find out whether Russia gives any intellectual reflection to its latest military experiences in order to refresh its military thought and increase its military power.
These arguments provide grounds to define the purpose of this article as an objective to understand how Russia's military practices in Ukraine affect the understanding of contemporary warfare in Russian military thought. For the purposes of achieving the objective of the study, the following goals are formulated:
• Analysing the predominant types of warfare in Russian military thought after the 2008 war with Georgia; • Disclosing and analysing the shift in Russian military thought of contemporary warfare after the military conflict in Ukraine that broke out in 2014.
Study Method
For the purposes of this study, military discourses are considered to consist of the whole range of individual Russian texts (analytical articles, military texts, reference articles, speeches, reports and so on) targeting the understanding of contemporary warfare in the chosen period and space. Notably, herein lies a particular degree of limitation or inaccuracy for the study, for not all Russian military texts carrying information valuable for the study were accessible. The study covers a period between August 2008 and December 2017, however the Ukrainian conflict that started in February 2014 (as an event relevant to the military context) allows us to split the Russian military discourse into two discourses that are narrower in terms of chronology (Fig. 1) . Even though the method of discourse analysis to study the political reality was borrowed from language sciences, it was over a decade ago that this approach to do research was first recognised as opening new opportunities for studies in political science. Researchers stress that this method allows for the analysis of social context and its inherent features that might have possibly affected the origination of the texts 48 . Even though the circumstances surrounding the context are still hard to define, it is important that they be grouped on the basis of how the author of the text understands the context and its conditions. Thus, the contextual elements of interest to political science, as hints to understand the context, may be traced back through interpretation of the texts. The study follows the perspective of social constructivism, where a significant contextual event (the military conflict in Ukraine) affects a narrower discourse (the Russian understanding of contemporary warfare), thus contributing to the production of new meanings in discourse practices (in this case, texts). In the process of textual interpretation, one can recognise essential linguistic turns of discourse that reveal the causality of the production, dissemination and consumption of new types of warfare in the subject texts 49 . The study analyses the Russian conception of contemporary warfare not only to identify its predominant types of warfare, their shift, methods and means of realisation, but also to trace back the sources of these ideas. The study is based on the theoretical assumption that a contextually significant military event may affect the production of new meanings in narrower discourses, with the authors of the texts reacting to significant contextual events and assigning specific meanings to the social object through their personal understanding 50 . Under this theoretical assumption, as a result of a contextually significant mi-48 Vinogradnaitė I., Diskurso analizė kaip politikos tyrimo metodas, Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, 2006, p. 5-6, 13-15. 49 litary event (the military conflict in Ukraine), the discourse of contemporary warfare in Russian military thought is divided into two discourses, time-wise. This allows us to evaluate the extent to which the new military practices in Ukraine contribute to the production and dissemination of new types of warfare in Russian military thought, which conveys the conceptual element of military power -the country's thinking about how it intends to form, prepare and finally use its armed forces in a future conflict.
The study consists of two parts that address two military discourses aiming to answer the underlying question of the study (Fig. 2) . First, the analysis of Discourse A aims to identify cornerstone forms of warfare that dominated Russia's military vocabulary of contemporary and future conflicts after the 2008 Russia-Georgia military conflict and in doing so to understand the specifics and characteristics of their realisation and the reasons why they were produced and disseminated. With Discourse B, the analysis concerns Russian military thought on modern warfare after the events in Ukraine in order to disclose the qualitative change (production of new military terms and types of warfare in Russian military thought) compared to the results of the analysis in Discourse A. This sequence of the study is posed to allow us to better understand the ongoing changes in Russian military thought and to reveal whether Russia tends to lean towards innovative and adaptive behaviour (learning from its own experiences) or rather a tactic of emulating, absorbing and replicating military experiences, decisions and visions from other states 51 . The article closes with a summary of the study's results and conclusions. 51 Scientists claim that changes in warfare can take place in three ways: (a) by innovation, (b) by adaptation or (c) by emulation. The first way is biased towards the development of new military technologies and military structures, the second way towards a renewal of military strategies, means or fighting methods during an ongoing war or conflict, and the third way focuses on the takeover processes of other states warfare forms. In: Šlekys D., Mąslaus Vyčio beieškant: lietuviškos karinės minties raida ir būklė po nepriklausomybės atkūrimo , Vilnius: Lietuvos karo akademija, 2016, p. 14. . The concept of a military (armed) conflict in Russia is connected to possible disturbances within the country, potentially from terrorist attacks. Doubts regarding the global 'war on terror' strategy that the Russians referred to as a myth, a weapon of western states that enables the West to operate on the territories of other countries for their own insidious purposes, are particularly pronounced. Notably, an escalation of this type of military conflict in the country could easily become a civil war aimed at causing instability in Russia. In this case, the Russians believe this could lead to the advent of a trinity of terrorism-separatism-illegal military groups, where the line between a military conflict and local war is very fragile due to an overarching civil war. It is said that with an armed conflict the critical thing is to have a well-trained special force to be able to execute counter-terrorist operations -neutralise guerrillas, diversions, acts of terror and provocations 54 . With Discourse A, the main focus lies in the prospect of local war and the emphasis on preparedness to wage this type of war. It is not just Russia's Defence Minister Sergey Shoigu or Major General Garayev, President of the Russian Academy of Military Sciences, who argue that local wars will be the predominant type of warfare in the future and that the Russian armed forces need to be thoroughly prepared to wage this type of war first and foremost; this is the opinion of Russian warfare experts as well 55 . The significance of the dominance of local war in Russian military thought is shaped by virtue of several insights in analysing the general context. First of all, assessment is made of potential real military threats and challenges to Russia in the foreseeable future, accentuating the existence of hotspots close to Russia's borders, and therefore the military should be able to stabilise potential local wars in the post-soviet space (with Georgia, Ukraine and Armenia identified as bearing the highest potential to become sources of this type of conflict). Second, reflection is given to the modern military experiences of the western states of the second half of the 20 th century and the 21 st century, which reflect the entrenchment of the tradition of local war in contemporary military conflicts. The third perception of the likelihood of local war is biased towards Russia's own experiences in the 2008 war with Georgia, thus making inferences and looking for solutions that would be effective in contemporary local war.
Even though there are prospects for three types of war disseminated in Russian military discourse since the Georgian war, there is yet another position that basically doubts the potential of science to predict the character of modern warfare and which challenges the objectivity of the classification of war on the grounds of its inherent complexity and the breadth of the spectrum of its intrinsic characteristics. In doing so, the focus is placed on the conceptual element of military power, when intellectual efforts need to be made to identify the nature and understand the principal characteristics of a war that has broken out. It is not by accident that such efforts are focused on attempts to understand the main and predominant types of warfare that can be realised in a contemporary war, especially considering the effective and appropriate training, grouping, provisioning and deployment of the armed forces in military operations 56 . 55 Калюжный, ( The military terms that define the Russian perception of contemporary warfare and are most obviously dominant and significant in the Russian texts covered by the analysis are these: asymmetrical warfare (асимметричная война or асимметричный вооруженный конфликт), controlled chaos or colour revolutions (управляемый хаос or цветная революция), networkcentric warfare (сетецентрическая война) and new types of armed forces (новый облик Вооруженных сил).
In the Russian military discourse, asymmetrical warfare is perceived to be effective thanks to its universal nature. The universal character of asymmetry in a conflict is defined by three methods to employ this type of warfare: (a) asymmetry is achieved through available military-technological measures; (b) asymmetrical actions become the military strategy of the weaker party; (c) asymmetrical warfare is realised through non-military measures. In the first case, Russia places particular emphasis on military technological systems of systems, which are necessary to develop a military technological asymmetry (военная-технологическая асимметрия) in war on its own initiative, thus securing an advantage when the available options allow for an attack on the opponent's objects without any direct contact or even without landing on the opponent's continent 57 . There is an active ongoing debate among Russian experts regarding the effectiveness of asymmetrical warfare when asymmetry becomes the military strategy of the weaker party, for it is believed that this is the most plausible strategy of enemy acts against Russia in the event of a future local war. In this case, the predominant role is expected to be played by guerrilla fighting tactics that can be deployed by contemporary terrorist or illegal military groups and involve cautious, portioned, low-intensity skirmishes with the structurally stronger opponent to achieve political and strategic rather than military goals 58 . The discussions on asymmetrical warfare also touch on non-military measures (невоенные средства), which are directly associated with indirect (non-traditional) acts (непрямые (нетрадиционные) действия) in contemporary war. It is indirect acts that are perceived as the inevitable elements of contemporary war, considering the possibilities to act asymmetrically. In this case, asymmetrical warfare takes on a wider range of 57 actions, where indirect actions can be made without relying on military hi-tech, engaging covert methods and measures focused on the enemy's political, social and information aspects instead. It has to be noted that the US and NATO have been using such indirect actions in their military campaigns to a large extent, which makes them increasingly relevant and popular in contemporary conflict 59 . Whilst analysing the concept of controlled chaos, Russian experts stress that the contemporary method of this form is the colour revolutions that both have their own potential as a tool of aggression and actually pose a threat to Russia as such. However, this method relates to non-violent measures aimed at initiating and maintaining chaos in the target country and using it to affect the country's social-political structures and change its governance. Controlled chaos focuses on the interior control of other states for the purposes of dominance in the information space and using it to cause a revolution, attempting to exercise psychological influence on and manipulating the civil masses of the state. Still, Russia tends to equate colour revolutions to a state of war and considers taking adequate military countermeasures (as a defence response). Russia accentuates the long-term operating strategy of controlled chaos, when the covert methods of the aggressor are maintained actively through exterior funding of target assets or infrastructures, and the revolution in its own right is but a stage of the active phase, one that requires fast action without revealing the aggressor's true interests or direct involvement 60 . There is a particularly active debate going on in Russia with regard to the theoretical and practical opportunities to develop a state-of-the-art military technological potential in future to secure dominance in a military conflict by way of the concept of network-centric warfare, for there is a firm belief that this type of warfare will become a key feature of future conflicts and operations
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. The uniquely Russia perception of this type of warfare is best summarised by the innovative principle of the realisation of military power as formulated by Viktor Tatarinov: 59 'strict centralisation -network realisation'
62
. The most optimal form of that realisation is constructed through two integral platforms (платформоцентризм), of which one is focused on the command and control of military forces, signals, information and intelligence, and the other on the possibilities to execute military deep attacks and strikes, or precision strike weapons systems that allow for the development of a dominating manoeuvre (господствующий маневр) in war. Russian experts simulate the effectiveness of the network-centric platform by way of the implementation of internal synergy or automated synchronisation, believing however the opportunities to strike the enemy's assets from the depth of its territory to be the critical success factor in a future war. It has to be emphasised that this concept is gaining a rather futuristic vision in Russia, because the discussion is about using technology that does not yet exist and may take up to 40 or 50 years to arrive, all the while trying to predict the impact of artificial intelligence on the shrinking role the human factor will have in future wars. In the same context, space is being referred to a great deal, and so is the need to dominate it and use it to attack assets located in any part of the world. Hence, this concept is rather a reflection of Russian warfare experts' attempts to respond quickly to the approaching revolution in military affairs, which is instigated by advanced information and technological innovations 63 . It is in the discussions of Russian warfare experts about the need to develop, have and use network-centric warfare platforms in future wars that the term new types of armed forces makes its appearance, only to take on a futuristic meaning rather than constitute an attempt to disseminate this term as a cornerstone concept in future military conflicts. This term can only be considered a military concept to a certain extent, for it is focused on military structural reforms dominated by the physical component (structure, weaponry and technology) of the armed forces. Conceptually speaking, this term connects to the ability to achieve a speedy military victory with minimal losses whilst being able to wage a contact-free war, eliminating the strategic assets of the enemy and paralysing its information and governance systems. Still, the usage of this term rather reflects the reforms taking place within the structure of the Russian armed forces and weaponry as well as the idealistic expectations that are supposed to bridge the gap between the progress of military thought and the needs of military practice -the ability to wage sixth-generation warfare dominated by high-precision weapons and high technologies 64 .
To sum up, it can be said that the types of warfare that were disseminated in Russian military thought after the military conflict in Georgia have acquired different meanings. While the perception of network-centric warfare and new types of armed forces is focused on the future that has to do with would-be innovative-advanced technology, asymmetrical warfare and the controlled chaos strategy not only gain the meaning of a political-military threat to Russia but also become disseminated as the most effective and critical types of contemporary warfare that Russia needs to be able to employ if it wants to act proactively and not just reactively. The discourse reveals a systemic leaning of Russian experts towards analysing US military thought and US and NATO military operations such as Vietnam (1954) 
The Russian Perception of Contemporary Warfare after the Outbreak of the Conflict in Ukraine

A Vision of Future War
Russia's attempts to predict wars it may have to wage in the future reveal the same three types of war that were present in Discourse A, global (regional), civil (revolutionary) and local. In the case of global war, Russia is still strongly sticking to its guns that the probability of this type of war continues to be highly minimal, for war statistics reaching back to the mid-20 th century show that none of over 400 military conflicts blew up to become a global war between coalitions or two major powers fighting between each other. Wars are emphasised to have transformed into medium-or low-intensity conflicts with major powers fighting among themselves by way of third parties, understanding that direct military confrontation is curbed by the availability of nuclear weapons 66 . There is, however, the feeling of a stronger potential for a limited military conflict that could take place both on the interior territory of Russia and around its perimeter or in more remote zones of Russia's interests. The key difference in terms of the potential for a civil war in Russia is the new actor in the global context: the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant, its destabilising threat to Russia perceived in two ways. First of all, it is argued that since 2015 the operations of this non-governmental terrorist group have spread far beyond the borders of Iraq and Syria, and that one of its potential targets now is Russia, and the Chechen Republic and the Republic of Dagestan in particular, where religious discord, extremism and ethnic disturbances could be escalated among the local Orthodox and Muslim Russians 67 . Second, terrorism is perceived as an instrument of indirect war that is growing increasingly stronger. In this case, the West is seen as a particular threat with perceived attempts to manipulate the terrorism card, when the activities of irregular military-terrorist groups can be combined into joint operations thus forming systemic strife against another state to achieve national interests. It is even stated that the West is trying to consolidate the conflicts in Ukraine, the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central Asia in order to guide this terrorist front against Russia. It is the threat of exterior (planned and coordinated) terrorism that is driving a shift in the more prevalent interior concept of terrorist threats, where ethnoconfessional-extremist conflicts among the local populace can be sparked and a civil war inside the country instigated 68 . Still, the most realistic type of war that Russia might become engaged in the future is local war albeit with certain adjustments in Russian military thought compared to the military thought of Discourse A. If previous predictions of local war have concerned three post-soviet states (Armenia, Georgia and Ukraine), in the resumed discussions Russia is beginning to give serious regard to the probability of this type of war in states that have never been considered before: Kirgizstan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Moldova and Belarus. All of which gives rise to new challenges for the Russian armed forces, which have to be capable of stabilising local war once it breaks out and preventing this type of war from distracting Russia from defending its interests in other hotspots or regions Attempts to predict the nature of future conflicts by Valery Gerasimov, Chief of the General Staff of the Russian Armed Forces, and warfare experts Valery Kiseliov and Tatyana Gratchevitch feature the concepts of the classical armed conflict (классический вооружённый конфликт) and hybrid conflict (гибридный конфликт) scenarios. Classical armed conflict is also classed as a traditional type of warfare, whereas hybrid conflict is considered to be a new trend in warfare, one that combines unconventional forms of aggression towards a state, which have become very popular in the West and in the US in particular. Notably, answers to the question of how these two types of conflict are interrelated and how they reinforce and support each other as well as what new challenges are posed by the combination of these two scenarios that are being sought are rather conceptual in nature. With the concepts of both of these conflicts, the critical point is the ability to act at a distance and without direct contact (дистанционная-бесконтактая) to minimise one's own casualties in the conflict. It is these abilities that should become the cornerstone characteristics of Russia's armed forces in contemporary warfare. What is new is that a hybrid conflict can take place in the absence of a classical conflict, yet a classical conflict is hardly imaginable these days without a hybrid conflict. It is predicted that future wars will consist of 2/3 hybrid and 1/3 classical conflict, with 1/3 hybrid conflict used in the 1 st stage to minimise casualties in the succeeding classical stage and the wars eventually ending with a realisation of the remaining 1/3 hybrid conflict to reinforce the achievements or subdue opposing military groups (Fig. 3) . Looking into the future, traditional conflict is biased towards using high technology to design and develop precision weapon systems, while the unconventional conception leans towards causing a harmful (and covert, as often as no) effect with non-military (political, diplomatic, economic, financial, cyber, psychological, etc.) measures. According to the Russians, a contemporary case of the interrelation between these conflicts is the 2011 military campaign in Libya, where both military measures (such as a sea blockade, a no-fly zone, precision missiles, air attacks) and non-military measures (such as forming an opposition, arming irregular groups, cyber and information attacks) were deployed 70 . Analysing the discourse of contemporary warfare in Russian texts written by military officers and warfare analysts after the beginning of the conflict in Ukraine, we can see that contemporary and future conflict is defined in Russian military thought by the following key types of warfare: first of all, the concept of classical armed conflict is shaped by network-centric warfare, information warfare (информационная воевания(борьба)) and radio-electronic warfare (радиоэлектронная борьба); in the meantime, at the heart of hybrid conflict lie hybrid aggression (гибридная агрессия), controlled chaos and colour revolution.
In the midst of these discussions, one can observe exhortations by President Vladimir Putin himself to think actively about the key and intensive changes in contemporary warfare that drive the armed forces to step up their thinking of adopting new weapons systems and brainstorm how they can be used effectively, all the while giving an increasing amount of consideration to the effectiveness of non-military measures in a military conflict 71 . The types of warfare (network-centric warfare, colour revolution and controlled chaos) that dominate Discourse B were among the cornerstone types that defined the concept of contemporary warfare in Discourse A, but to reveal the causality of the dissemination and consumption of these types of warfare in the discourse and the significance of their perception, all of the six types of warfare that are predominant in Discourse B will be analysed in the following chapters.
The Concept of Classical Armed Conflict
In Russia's opinion, the key form of warfare in modern conventional conflict is network-centric warfare. Russian military experts and officers consider this form of warfare the main novelty and prospect in contemporary armed conflict, one that has elevated the potential of armed forces to the next level thanks to hi-tech and information and communications technology. In addition to the conceptual sources of network-centric warfare and the potential technological revolution in warfare that was discussed in Discourse A, this discourse is also concerned with a quest to understand the practical aspects of the realisation of this type of warfare through an analysis of recent military campaigns. The origin of network-centric warfare in Russian military thought is believed to be the 1991 war in Iraq, when US troops are estimated to have attacked some 8% of Iraqi strategic and military object using measures and methods of network-centric warfare. Notably, the popularity of this type of warfare has been on a continued increase due to its positive effect on the effectiveness of NATO and the US armed forces, when similar attacks were made against as many as 35% of all high-value object in Yugoslavia in 1999, 50% in Afghanistan in 2001, and a massive 68% in Iraq in 2003 72 . Discussions on the effectiveness of network-centric warfare highlight the synergy effect where not just the separate branches of the armed forces but also three hi-tech subsystems (information, sensory and weaponry) designed to gather, process, analyse intelligence, simulate scenarios and attacking object assets are combined into a single control and command system. The popularity of network-centric warfare was also a product of the transformation of conflicts as such into low-intensity confrontations that require a rational and rapid usage of military capabilities, for instance to execute long-distance military strikes deep inside enemy territory. Such opportunities enable adaptive military operations (адаптивные действия), where no pre-planned operation is necessary and targets can be attacked with the air force, navy or missiles immediately after they are detected. All of these network-centric warfare capabilities are seen in Russia as a future potential, which is already being tested little by little in the military conflict in Syria, using Kaliber cruise missiles launched off navy platforms located 1,500 kilometres from the target, and joint naval, air and land operations are being steered directly from Russia, which is more than 3,000 kilometres away 73 . Even though network-centric warfare is attracting an increasing amount of attention in Russian military thought thanks to the potential it carries in future armed conflict, an equal amount of attention is being given to the threats that this type of warfare pose to Russia in their own right. Even though Russian experts do note that network-centric warfare has only been effective in confrontations between the West and technologically weaker countries, the concept of the threat of this type of warfare is being upheld at the same time, believing that the US is all the more approaching the potential to execute a global integrated-instant operation (глобальная интегрированная-мгновенная операция). This potential is predicted to become the blitzkrieg of the 21 st century, for the US would be able to attack any point on the globe from one to six hours after the decision is made. The key aspect of the operation is the development and use of supersonic missiles (сверхзвуковые ракеты) in both low-and high-intensity conflicts. Russia realises that it can hardly catch up with the US in this field, but there is no reason to fear either, because Russia has its tactical nuclear weapons that make up for the potential of an adequate strike. However, looking into the future, a vision is being modelled of the possibilities of emerging a technological triad (strategic nuclear missile force -missile defence system -highprecision weapon) that should ensure the country' s security in case of military conflict with a technologically advanced state and would prevent the antagonist from gaining an initiative during the 1 st stage of the conflict 74 .
The second form of warfare disseminated in the Russian concept of an armed conflict all the more strongly is information warfare, which can be accomplished by the armed forces through the use of measures of a cybernetic and psychological effect. Speaking of the psychological effect, the Russians emphasise that the human being is the weakest link in the modern military system and so an active information-psychological campaign should target not only the consciousness of ordinary troops but also the officers and even the military elite of the enemy, trying to cause panic among the soldiers, making the officers betray each other and initiating situations of vagueness and loss at the strategic-military level. Speaking about the technical potential for information warfare, the increasingly militarised cyber-space (for instance a NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence was launched in Estonia in 2009) merits a special mention. The cybernetic effect is emphasised to be rather biased towards the state government, public sector and banking systems or other non-military institutions of the enemy, trying to disrupt or paralyse any communications between the opponent's military and non-military element, diverting the attention of the latter away from potentially lending support to the armed forces. Even though the active ongoing discussion in Russia suggests that fighting over an information superiority in a traditional conflict is becoming increasingly fierce and its achievements cannot be denied, Russia still believes that the key point in modern conflict is weaponry and the potential it offers. That is why this type of warfare is rather seen as playing a supporting role in boosting the effectiveness of the armed forces and avoiding major casualties 75 . The third predominant form of contemporary warfare in Russian military thought is radio-electronic warfare, accentuating scientific and technological progress affecting a vast usage of modern information and radio-electronic tools in the military sector. All of this allows progressive states to develop intelligence, communications, command and weapons systems of a very high level of effectiveness, which can then be used to achieve both military and political goals in a contemporary military conflict with great ease. These reasons make the enemy's military command and control network, its functioning and security ensuring the effectiveness of the armed forces in armed conflict, beco-mes the new military target. At the same time, the idea to attack the enemy's civil telecommunications assets deep within the territory is still there as well. The US was the first to demonstrate experiences of this kind in its attacks against key info-communications object in Yugoslavia (1999) and Iraq (2003) in order to paralyse the national telecommunications systems. Yet using these warfare measures in air force operations did not become a critical object of discussion of radioelectronic warfare; quite the contrary, a very active quest for rational ways and measures to integrate units of radio-electronic warfare into land force structures and military manoeuvres began in a bid to secure an upper hand in the sphere of information and usage of weapons, where the enemy's information, force and weapons control systems are neutralised or disorganised before any tactical land force actions can take place. These kinds of objectives can be achieved by radioelectronic taskforces capable of carrying out coordinated actions or combined military operations together with the land forces. At the same time, consideration is given to the future, in which actions are expected to be innovative, active and constructive in order to develop the capability of a radioelectronic-fire strike (радиоэлектронно-огневой удар) against the enemy's assets consisting of the possibility of an integrated attack of radio-electronic forces, missile forces, artillery, troops and tactical aviation. This new capability of combat units would lead to the complete superiority of the control of the Russian armed forces and the deployment of smart weaponry in future armed conflict and would become a key measure in contemporary military conflict 76 .
All these types of warfare and the practical recommendations to the Russian armed forces formulated on their basis lead to the assumption that contemporary armed conflict in future will continue to transform into a hitech war (высокотехнологичная война) with intensive planning for and execution of high-precision military, electromagnetic and information strikes against the enemy's key object (Fig. 4) . And the entire transformation of armed conflict is described best by an observation by Kiseliov, a Russian expert on warfare, that in contemporary conflict "technology shapes tactics"
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. With this technology, in addition to fighting in the conventional land, sea and air space, one also needs to consider the ability to wage war in new (intergalactic and information-cybernetic) spaces, where it is the various modifications of highprecision missiles rather than soldiers that are likely to be the heroes. 
The Concept of Hybrid Conflict
The term 'hybrid conflict' is not just a new thing in Russia's military vocabulary; it is also a complicated puzzle, one that requires answering the question as to whether it is a new military phenomenon or a rather specific, possibly even phantom term. To address this issue, the Russian armed forces employ methods that are intellectual (round- ). The discussions rely on the recent conflicts of the 20 th and 21 st century, which (both officially and unofficially, according to the Russians) involved or involve the US, because this country is believed to exercise the highest degree of professionalism in applying the hybrid conflict format. The latest examples of this format are the conflicts in South Africa, the Middle East and Ukraine, in which the western strategy of hybrid conflict was brought to life. The key point of this conflict is the goal of destabilising the country to avoid any major military casualties should armed forces intervention on a bigger scale be required, and to replace the government without any larger military manoeuvres. Again, the inevitably obvious thing is how active the Russian experts are in trying to prove that hybrid conflict is a western form of warfare, which western countries apply even against Russia as such; here, the most appropriate observation is by Russian warfare expert Alexander Hramchikhin on mutual propaganda: "The West (Russia) is waging a hybrid war against Russia (the West)" 80 . Russia's intellectual reflection of hybrid conflict focuses on non-military, non-direct and covert reasons, goals and methods to break the government system of an opposing state. For all practical purposes, they are talking about a very wide range of measures including economic, political, energy, financial, information, cybernetic and other measures as well as combinations thereof. At a glance, this creates an impression that when it comes to these universal methods of effect, the concept of hybrid conflict becomes a kind of umbrella covering the multimodality of actions in an unconventional conflict 81 . However, rather than attempts to define the concept of hybrid conflict or the ambitions to draw a list of all the possible methods that it covers, the key point in the discourse in question is to consider the goals of Russian experts to reveal the consistency of the strategy of hybrid conflict (as that of a prolonged and targeted action by a state). This strategy puts into a solid causal and logical chain the terms that are widely used in Russian texts to describe the contemporary form of warfare in reliance to non-traditional measures rather than military power. Thus, hybrid conflict in Russian thinking is divided into four phases of attack against a vast sector of a state's activities: (1) hybrid aggression, (2) controlled chaos, (3) colour revolution and (4) hybrid warfare (Fig. 5) . Hybrid aggression is understood as a preparatory phase to spark an effective controlled chaos. This phase is described as highly specific and rather assumed, for it does not have a clear beginning, an action front or an end, it does not need to be officially declared but can be executed; also there are no winners or losers. The cornerstone aspect here is the ability to carry out long-term aggression against the state in which the government bodies are to be weakened, undermining its political, military, economic and psychological status. This long-term character is illustrated by the hybrid aggression of the West against Russia that Russian experts accentuate in their discussions; they argue that this aggression has been consistently in progress since 1990 or earlier. The aggression uses exclusively non-military measures to establish and reinforce the country's opposition or a 5 th column -in the case of Russia, pro-western (proliberal) political, non-governmental organisations or a network of them 82 . The essential measure and mode of operation of the aggression is considered to be an information campaign targeting three spaces: affecting the mentality of the people of the state, creating a favourable atmosphere on the international arena and forging a sense of innocence in the consciousness of its own citizens. Alexander Vladimirov, a reserve general and Russian expert on warfare, provides an apt illustration to this strategic nature of hybrid aggression by transforming 82 83 Even though hybrid aggression has an extremely broad range of measures, achieving the desired effect requires that this range be focused on the state's identified weak spots. And of all the possible weaknesses, the biggest is considered to be the conviction of the state as such that there is no exterior coordinated hybrid aggression coming its way from anywhere. Still, this phase does not consider using direct military measures, giving thought as to how the whole of the nonmilitary measures can be employed to minimise the use of military power or casualties in trying to achieve political objectives in the next phases instead 84 .
Controlled chaos is a hands-on phase of hybrid conflict within the target country, which involves the effective exploitation of measures that have been moulded and strengthened inside the country, seeking both to destabilise the status of the state and to weaken and break the government and political system of the state even more. The key aspect here is action premeditated by an external actor, which is usually limited to a period of four to six weeks, when efforts are made to create conditions for a colour revolution. In a controlled chaos setting, the element of military power becomes vital and inevitable, with the opposition and other groups being armed and trained, demonstrations and skirmishes initiated, use of force against protesters promoted and special forces infiltrated, terrorist attacks or diversions organised. Nonetheless, this phase is still dominated by non-military measures, the most prominent being an active information campaign that involves spreading 'ideological viruses' (идеологические вирусы) targeting the consciousness or mentality of the nation as well as other weak spots. Special emphasis is placed on cybernetic attacks that should help secure a dominant position in the information-communication space and cause confusion inside the country to launch attacks against healthcare establishments, banking systems and other public sector institutions. The Russian discussions accentuate that the architect of and expert in controlled chaos is the US that, back in 1980, changed the wording of the term controlled instability to controlled chaos and disseminates this concept as a technology of political activities
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. According to some predictions, controlled chaos may be launched in Russia, which makes it necessary to be able not only to give it the appropriate response (using the armed forces and ensuring information security) but to know one's own country's weaknesses and realise the conceptual premises for revolutions as well. It is stressed that this phase has the biggest potential in Russia's largest cities, when coordinated exterior support and chaos could engage the Russian 'patriotic-minded opposition' , statistical alcohol and drug users, hooligans or bandits armed with illegal weapons, and so on. One of the best moments to trigger controlled chaos are a country's approaching political elections, so such critical moments must be watched very closely. Controlled chaos involves a mixture of military and non-military measures and methods geared towards affecting the mentality of the people and destabilising the country's economy, political and social environment and causing chaos within its governing bodies 86 .
In the Russian mentality, the cornerstone phase of hybrid conflict is a colour revolution, which has the sole aim of executing a takeover; therefore, the state needs to be able to stabilise this chaos and prevent a potential coup. The Russian discourse constructs a map of colour revolutions starting with the first colour revolution that took place in Yugoslavia in 1999 and then on to developments in North Africa, the Middle East and the post-soviet space (including the recent events in Ukraine) and making generalisations on that basis. Notably, these revolutions would often end in the establishment of a prowestern and anti-Russian authority in the country; this, according to President Putin, makes it an increasingly relevant problem to Russia as such revolutions demonstrate 'new rules or a game with no rules' in the world 87 . Time-wise, it is a short-lived phase that lasts four weeks or less, during which time a focused strike against the chosen government structure of the state is made. For all practical purposes, a colour revolution targets political leaders with attempts to attach one of two possible negative labels on them. The first is a 'bloody dictator' , which the leader earns thanks to their decision to use military force to quench demonstrations. The second is that of a 'corrupt leader' and is applied if the leader of the state does not choose to resort to military structures to halt protests. Both cases produce the same end result: the political regime is dismantled and the political leaders are replaced. Even though the revolution takes place inside the country, a third (concerned exterior) party may affect the leaders' actions in responding to the chaos, with threats to introduce armed forces or begin some other kind of intervention under cover of a humanitarian shield. Still, a revolution is considered to be most effective when a political victory is achieved with the third party acting indirectly and without any contact 88 .
To enforce the coup, exercise of military power may be required; this is when the colour revolution transforms into a civil war or continuous armed skirmishes inside the state. In this case we have hybrid warfare (гибридная воевания), its specific nature defined by unconventional and irregular military groups and their direct military actions. In essence, it is about regular forces fighting informal military formations, moving away from a revolution towards occupation through the perspective of humanitarian intervention or brotherly assistance. It is a continued anarchy in the state that is believed to offer the most favourable media to launch military actions by a third party, rendering an interior conflict international. Speaking of the conflicts in Syria, Libya, Iraq and eastern Ukraine, Russian experts can see the growing novelty of hybrid warfare, with irregular military groups actively using conventional military measures or even trying to fight by conventional methods. Such attempts become interlaced with the irregular military groups' known abilities to fight using guerrilla, diversion, terrorist and other unconventional combat tactics. In this phase, thought is given to hybrid warfare operations that the regular armed forces should be able to execute, for they are becoming a new way to act and fight and quite possibly even an alternative to conventional military operations that only require special forces or hi-tech weaponry. Still, this phase is not a prerequisite for a hybrid conflict, because an interior conflict within a state could be very hard to end with even adaptive military actions, which rather makes the introduction of armed forces as plan B
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. In summary, we can say that hybrid conflict is defined in Discourse B Galeotti, Thomas and Berzinš) , who analysed texts that were more Russian in character, that in terms of modern military conflict Russia is rather thinking about the dominance and realisation of new-type warfare, new-generation warfare or non-linear warfare. Russia shows the will to be (conceptually) prepared and able to fight a sixth-generation war, its predominant features being contactless combat and high-precision weapon systems. This accentuates the strong future prospect of hi-tech warfare, in which network-centric warfare will play a key role. Nonetheless, the latest characteristic of contemporary conflict -its hybrid nature -is definitely not turning into a disorienting concept in the Russian military thought; on the contrary, Russian experts assign a strategic significance to this type of action and are looking for the most effective possibilities to use it to political-military ends instead of trying to assimilate it with other military terms (such as non-linear warfare).
